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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The cited claim details a method comprising a 
functional step of classifying software modules into groups by assigning software 
modules a static value based on its group. The cited classify operation can be a 
defined mental operation wherein a user determines that modules of a certain 
functionality are a certain value such that the user determined assignment is stored in a 
computer medium. As proper under M.P.E.P. 2106, claims must be both statutory and 
containing functional language. The description of a computer medium having non- 
functional material, i.e. an association of values to modules, is not statutory. 

Claims 21-23 and 25 all detail a computer readable medium for maintaining or 
assigning static values to filter drivers and executing the filter drivers in an order 
determined by each of the assigned values. The computer readable medium is defined 
in the specification to be any available media that can be accessed by the computer 
and comprises computer storage media and communication media (pg. 8, lines 7-13). 
Communication media is defined data structures, program modules, or other data in a 
modulated data signal such as a carrier wave or other transport mechanism and 
includes any information delivery media (pg. 9, lines 1-12). Therefore, since computer 
readable medium includes intangible entities, i.e. wireless media, signals, etc., the 
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claims are not statutory as detailed in M.P.E.P. 2106 as being directed to non-tangible 
subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 11, 13, 16-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by THOMAS (U.S. Patent 6,148,336). 

As to claim 1 1 , THOMAS teaches in a computer system (computer architecture) 
(col. 7, lines 3-10), a mechanism comprising: a plurality of software modules having a 
static assigned value indicative of a relative order (via using keys / parameters / criteria / 
class / function / attached filter / predetermined ordering hints to classifying the modules 
based on the type of function performed or filter attached); and an ordering mechanism . 
configured to evaluate each static assigned value and to arrange the software modules 
for executing in a relative order determined by the assigned value, the order being 
deterministic and static (via ordering the plug-ins and executing them based on a 
defined order of function / filter / criteria or ordering hints) (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 
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45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 -col. 11, 
line 58). 

As to claim 13, THOMAS teaches the software modules comprise filter drivers 
(filters) (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 
8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 -col. 11, line 58). 

As to claim 16, THOMAS teaches the software modules comprise filter drivers 
(filters), and further comprising a filter manager, the filter manager (filter manager) 
including the ordering mechanism and further configured to call the filter drivers in the 
relative order determined by the assigned values (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; 
col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 9, lines 6-13; col. 10, line 42 
-col. 11, line 58).. 

As to claim 17, THOMAS teaches the filter manager (filter manager) calls the 
filter driver (filter) to handle a file system request (via executing the packet) (col. 5, lines 
7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, 
line 42 -col. 11, line 58). 

As to claim 18, THOMAS teaches the filter manager (filter manager) is configured 
to evaluate criteria associated with the file system request (packet) prior to calling the 
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filter drivers for execution in the relative order (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 
6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 -col. 11, line 58). 

As to claim 20, THOMAS teaches each assigned value is unique to a particular 
software module (via the information is used to determine whether the plug-in is to be 
assigned) (col. 11, lines 10-58). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-10, 19 and 21-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over THOMAS (U.S. Patent 6,148,336) in view of "Router Plugins, 
Asoftware Architecture for Next Generation Routers" by DECASPER et al. 

As to claim 1, THOMAS teaches in a computer system (computer architecture) 
(col. 7, lines 3-10), a method comprising: maintaining static assigned values (keys / 
parameters / criteria / class / function / attached filter / predetermined ordering hints) in 
association with software modules (plug-ins / filters), each software module having a 
static assigned value, the assigned values having a relative order (via classifying the 
modules based on the type of function performed or filter attached); and executing the 
software modules in an order determined by each of the assigned values, the order 
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being deterministic and static (via ordering the plug-ins and executing them based on a 
defined order) (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45- 
53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 - col. 1 1, line 58). However, THOMAS does not 
teach there being an unassigned value between any two assigned values. 

DECASPER teaches the dynamic loading and managing of software modules 
(plug-ins and their associated filters) (pg. 231 ) wherein the software modules have a 
static assigned value (source address / destination address to handle a particular 
protocol) (see pg. 235, table 1 ). It would be obvious based on the teachings of disclosed 
on page 235, that there exists unassigned values between any two assigned values 
(wherein filter handles TCP communications from 129.* to 192.94.233.10 and filter 3 
handles TCP communications from 128.252.153.1 - 128.252.153.7, therefore, 
128.252.153.8 - 129 are unassigned). Therefore, it would be obvious to combine the 
teachings of THOMAS with the teachings of DECASPER in order to facilitate the ability 
to bind different plug-ins to individual flows thereby allowing for distinct plug-in 
implementations to seamlessly coexist in the same runtime environment (abstract). 

As to claim 21 , reference is made to a computer medium that corresponds to the 
method of claim 1 and is therefore met by the rejection of claim 1 above. 

As to claims 24 and 25, THOMAS teaches a method comprising: classifying 
software modules into groups based on types thereto (via ordering of plug-ins by class, 
function, attached filter, and predetermined ordering hints); assigning and maintaining 
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static assigned values (keys / parameters / criteria / class / function / attached filter / 
predetermined ordering hints) in association with software modules (plug-ins / filters), 
each software module having a static assigned value, the assigned values having a 
relative order (via classifying the modules based on the type of function performed or 
filter attached); and executing the software modules in an order determined by each of 
the assigned values, the order being deterministic and static (via ordering the plug-ins 
and executing them based on a defined order) (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 
6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 - col. 11, line 58). 
However, THOMAS does not teach there being an unassigned value between any two 
assigned values. 

DECASPER teaches the dynamic loading and managing of software modules 
(plug-ins and their associated filters) (pg. 231) wherein the software modules have a 
static assigned value (source address / destination address to handle a particular 
protocol) (see pg. 235, table 1 ). It would be obvious based on the teachings of disclosed 
on page 235, that there exists unassigned values between any two assigned values 
(wherein filter handles TCP communications from 129.* to 192.94.233.10 and filter 3 
handles TCP communications from 128.252.153.1 - 128.252.153.7, therefore, 
128.252.153.8 - 129 are unassigned). Therefore, it would be obvious to combine the 
teachings of THOMAS with the teachings of DECASPER in order to facilitate the ability 
to bind different plug-ins to individual flows thereby allowing for distinct plug-in 
implementations to seamlessly coexist in the same runtime environment (abstract). 
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As to claim 2, THOMAS teaches executing the software modules (col. 10, line 64 
- col. 11, line 58; abstract). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
the invention that in order to execute the software modules, they would have to be 
called. 

As to claims 3 and 4, THOMAS teaches the software modules comprise filter 
drivers (filters), and wherein calling the software modules includes passing packets 
thereto (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 
8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 - col. 11 , line 58). However, THOMAS does not teach the 
packets are input-output packets or file system packets. Official Notice is taken in that it 
is well known in the art that input-output request or file system request are embedded in 
packets and therefore it would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention that the THOMAS would handle these packets as well 

As to claim 5, THOMAS teaches the software modules are loaded and attached 
in the system (col. 8, lines 12-26; fig. 6). However, THOMAS does not explicitly state 
that the modules are in a stack format. Official Notice is taken in that stack formats are 
well known in the art and therefore would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to load the software modules in a stack format. 
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As to claim 6, THOMAS teaches executing the software modules in an order 
determined by each of the assigned values includes maintaining an order (col. 5, lines 
7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, 
line 42 -col. 11, line 58). 

As to claim 7, THOMAS teaches evaluating criteria associated with the software 
modules, and wherein executing the software modules comprises selecting only 
software module that meet the criteria for execution (enable or disabling plug-ins / 
selecting plug-ins that apply) (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; 
col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 - col. 11, line 58). 

As to claim 8, THOMAS teaches the software modules comprise filter drivers 
(filters), and wherein evaluating criteria associated with the software modules comprises 
evaluating a packet (via selecting the plug-in or filter that corresponds to the packet) 
(col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 
1 9-43; col. 1 0, line 42 - col. 1 1 , line 58). However, THOMAS does not teach the 
packets are input-output packets or file system packets. Official Notice is taken in that it 
is well known in the art that input-output request or file system request are embedded in 
packets and therefore it would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention that the THOMAS would handle these packets as well 
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As to claim 9, THOMAS teaches assigning an assigned value to a software 
module (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45-53; col. 
8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 - col. 11, line 58). DECASPER also teaches assigning an 
assigned value to a software module (pg. 234, "Each plugin in our framework is 
identified by a 32 bit plugin code. The upper 16 bits of the code identify the plugin . 
type..."). 

As to claim 10, THOMAS teaches classifying a software module based on a type 
thereof, and wherein the assigned value corresponds to the type (col. 10, lines 41 - col. 
11, line 58). 

As to claim 19, THOMAS substantially discloses the invention above. However, 
THOMAS does not teach the>e being an unassigned value between any two assigned 
values. DECASPER teaches the dynamic loading and managing of software modules 
(plug-ins and their associated filters) (pg. 231 ) wherein the software modules have a 
static assigned value (source address / destination address to handle a particular 
protocol) (see pg. 235, table 1 ). It would be obvious based on the teachings of disclosed 
on page 235, that there exists unassigned values between any two assigned values 
(wherein filter handles TCP communications from 129.* to 192.94.233.10 and filter 3 
handles TCP communications from 128.252.153.1 - 128.252.153.7, therefore, 
128.252.153.8 - 129 are unassigned). Therefore, it would be obvious to combine the 
teachings of THOMAS with the teachings of DECASPER in order to facilitate the ability 
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to bind different plug-ins to individual flows thereby allowing for distinct plug-in 
implementations to seamlessly coexist in the same runtime environment (abstract). 

As to claim 22, THOMAS teaches executing the filter drivers in an order 
determined by each of the assigned values (via priority indications) and passing the 
packets to the filter drivers (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 
7, lines 45-53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 -col. 11, line 58). However, THOMAS 
does not explicitly state that the modules are in a stack format or that the packets 
passed to the filter drivers are file system requests. Official Notice is taken in that stack 
formats are well known in the art and therefore would be obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention to load the software modules in a stack format. Official 
Notice is also taken in that it is well known in the art that input-output request or file 
system request are embedded in packets and therefore it would be obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention that the THOMAS would handle these 
packets as well 

As to claim 23, THOMAS teaches executing the filter drivers (filters) in an order 
determined by each of the assigned values (priority indications) includes calling the filter 
drivers in the order determined by each of the assigned values to pass file system 
request thereto (col. 5, lines 7-34; col. 5, lines 45-53; col. 6, lines 59-67; col. 7, lines 45- 
53; col. 8, line 19-43; col. 10, line 42 - col. 11, line 58). 
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6. Claims 12, 14, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over THOMAS (U.S. Patent 6,148,336). 

As to claim 12, THOMAS teaches the software modules are loaded and attached 
in the system (col. 8, lines 12-26; fig. 6). However, THOMAS does not explicitly state 
that the modules are in a stack format. Official Notice is taken in that stack formats are 
well known in the art and therefore would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to load the software modules in a stack format. 

As to claims 14 and 15, THOMAS teaches the software modules are configured 
to handle packets (network packets) (col. 8, lines 5-10). However, THOMAS does not 
teach the packets are input-output packets or file system packets. Official Notice is 
taken in that it is well known in the art that input-output request or file system request 
are embedded in packets and therefore it would be obvious to one skilled in the art at 
the time of the invention that the THOMAS would handle these packets as well. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-25 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lewis A. Bullock, Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3759. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng An can be reached on (571 ) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR. system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




LEWS A. BULLOCK, JR. 
PRIMARY EXAMNER 



July 13, 2005 



